
Comments Responses

      
EPA1

EPA1: Comments noted.
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EPA1
cont.
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EPA2

EPA2: The National Park Service agrees that projections of future use
levels would be helpful in planning efforts. In general throughout
the National Park Service, visitor uses tend to grow at a
nationwide average of about 3% per year. A projection system
for a specific park that can predict growth in visitor use with any
significant degree of accuracy for a certain timeframe has yet to
be developed. Growth in visitation tends to occur in specific
parks by occasional periods of fairly rapid growth, usually fueled
by external factors that are notoriously difficult to predict.

Regarding NPS plans to manage increases in visitation, the
National Park Service believes that current transportation
systems, accommodations, facilities and resource conservation
programs are very adequate to meet or exceed best projections
for the foreseeable future. The National Park Service believes
that staffing levels, support from volunteers, and cooperating
organizations and accommodations outside the Park may need
to be enhanced as visitation increases.

EPA3: The National Park Service plans very limited future new
development within the Park. It is anticipated that some new
facilities would be developed outside or on the edges of the
Park as visitation increases.

EPA4: While there is the possibility that increases in use might
negatively impact water resources within the Park, that has not
been the experience since the Park was established in 1933.
The management of the Park has aggressively moved to
implement several significant improvements in water
conservation, restoration of natural flows in many areas,
removal of a great many water-using exotic species and the
elimination of several maintained lawns and vegetated areas.
Much is being done currently such as removal of athel
tamarisk in Furnace Creek Wash, removal of oleanders near
NPS headquarters and removal of palms in several areas within
the Park. These plants are exotic and use great quantities of
water. Their removal allows the water to be utilized by native
species and other natural processes. Continued exotic plant
species removal and site restoration would be conducted by
Park staff and volunteers.

EPA3

EPA4
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EPA5: The National Park Service agrees and has included the
suggested language.

EPA6: Page 83 of the Proposed Action indicates that planning for
future administrative facilities would be guided by the desire to
limit the growth of development and the related demand on Park
resources such as water and land. This could be done by locating
some administrative activities outside the Park. The National
Park Service would also propose to better maintain and
rehabilitate facilities that are useful and efficient from a resource
conservation or visitor use standpoint.

EPA7: Page 84 of the Proposed Action states: A site plan will be
developed for the Wildrose area to determine the future direction
of the facilities and use of the area. This may include appropriate
use by the Timbisha Shoshone Tribe in accordance with a jointly
developed memorandum of understanding between the Tribe and
the Park. This is the current state of thinking. The report on the
Timbisha Shoshone Homeland indicates that the Tribe may have
an interest in developing office, storage or other limited facilities
at Wildrose. Given the significant amount of land at Wildrose
ranger station that has been developed in the past and the
impacts of the 1930s era CCC camp, the proposal of the Tribe
would appear reasonable and action could be taken after
appropriate environmental review. The NPS use will be
approximately at the same level as in the past.

EPA4
cont.

EPA5

EPA6

EPA7
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DON1

DON1: The National Park Service had intended to include the
comments from the U.S. Navy regarding aircraft overflights
in the Revised Draft Environmental Impact Statement.
Unfortunately through an oversight the comment did not get
included in the Revised Draft EIS. The National Park
Service repeats its commitment to revise the text as
recommended by the U.S. Navy. See “Corrections and
Revisions” section.
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DVAC1: The National Park Service agrees that campfires are quite enjoyable and a
traditional visitor activity. That is why campfires are allowed in park
campgrounds. Campfires also have a very unfortunate history of causing
irreparable damage to park resources, specifically historic cabins and other
structures. The history of fire damage from escaped human started fires
within Death Valley National Park is extensive and very troubling. Neither
the National Park Service nor any other agency has been successful in
suppressing or controlling escaped fires once they get out of control in the
Death Valley area. Distances from fire fighting facilities and staff are very
long and sometimes they are not even available. The roads and other access
is very difficult. Aircraft for fire fighting is usually unavailable. Water is
rarely available. Very often fire fighting staff are completely unaware of an
escaped fire until it becomes completely out of control or the structure is
destroyed.

In addition, a small percentage of campfire builders are less conscientious
regarding the gathering of wood for a campfire. The incidents of campfire
builders ripping siding off of historic structures are, unfortunately, all too
common. Once the siding is gone, it is gone forever and cannot be replaced.

The National Park Service has decades long experience with limiting
campfires in the old Death Valley National Monument to developed and
designated campgrounds only. The National Park Service believes that this
was a significantly successful policy. That it allowed for the preservation of
many structures that could have been otherwise destroyed by the careless
use of fire. That the public benefited from this policy by being able to learn
from and enjoy these facilities. In addition, this did not preclude the visitor’s
ability to enjoy campfires, since they could be used in the campgrounds.

Given these considerations the National Park Service is quite hesitant to
permit the use of campfires at random locations within the park
backcountry, even under a permit system. However, the National Park
Service is also sympathetic to the desires of those who wish to have
campfires in the backcountry, in some cases we share that desire.
Accordingly, the National Park Service will review the situation over the
next few months and provide a reasoned and consistent policy that will
reflect our mandate to preserve park resources and still provide for visitor
enjoyment.

DVAC1

DVAC2
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DVAC2: The National Park Service agrees that the group size limit should be further addressed and
more detail included in the Park’s backcountry and wilderness management plan. The
National Park Service is of the opinion that the limits are reasonable, appropriate and well
thought out for the reasons outlined below.

The National Park Service has determined that the top number of vehicles allowed in a
group for backcountry road use is 20 vehicles or 40 motorcycles. This is a reduction from
the up to 400 motorcycles that were formerly allowed until 1995. The National Park
Service has concluded that over 20 vehicles or 40 motorcycles is an intrusion and
inappropriate in the park backcountry. The NPS went to the U.S. District Court in 1996 to
establish this top limit and the Court concurred. With this top limit, it is the NPS’s opinion
that 16 or more people or 7 or more vehicles in a group should have a permit for
backcountry camping. This is a camping permit, not a day use permit. There is no
requirement for a day use permit. The NPS believes that this camping and vehicle limit is
based on a well-thought-out and very rational approach for the following reasons:

• Many backcountry camping areas are too small to accommodate more that 16
people.

• Sixteen people need an average of 7 vehicles for transportation of people and
equipment.

• Large groups tend make a cumulative impact upon backcountry camping areas.
• The permit process gives the NPS an opportunity to educate groups on minimum

impact camping techniques.
• The permit process is constructed so that NPS can educate groups on camping areas

that are appropriate and that can handle their group size.
• Large groups tend to disturb smaller groups or families that are looking for the

solitude of the desert.
• The permit process allows the NPS to educate groups on non-disturbance etiquette.
• The permit process is designed so that the NPS can recommend areas to preclude

the congregating of several groups in one area at once.
• Should a particular area of the backcountry be extra-sensitive for some reason, such

as a sensitive species, the NPS can recommend alternative areas to a large group.

Given these reasons, the NPS is of the view that the special use permit requirements are
reasonable and appropriate. The NPS is fully in agreement with the Advisory
Commission that the groups size limit should be further addressed and more detail
included in the backcountry and wilderness management plan. It seems reasonable as a
matter of public education and awareness that this information remains in the GMP.
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NV1
NV1: Comments noted.
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NV2
NV2: Comments noted.
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CDFG1: The National Park Service continues to believe that specific
programs for the management of biotic resources is of such
detail and such a magnitude that it would not be feasible to
include that information within this plan, which is purposely a
very general, overarching document. We appreciate the
department’s statement regarding the inclusion of a statement
in the general management plan that commits the National
Park Service to the development of specific guidance for the
management of biotic resources. We agree with the
Department on this matter and will revise the management
plan accordingly. We also concur with the Department
regarding the inclusion of the entire Park in the Resource
Management Plan, rather than just the newly acquired lands
and we will note that in the general management plan.

CDFG1
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CDFG1
cont.

CDFG2

CDFG3

CDFG4

CDFG2: Comment noted.

CDFG3: A section on sensitive resources and habitat types has been
added to the desired future conditions.

CDFG4: While this is a site-specific issue and of more detail that can
be included in the general management plan the National
Park Service agrees with the California Department of Fish
and Game that it is an issue of significance within Death
Valley National Park. For information purposes the National
Park Service is currently initiating a focused environmental
impact statement specifically to address the Travertine and
Texas Springs issues of the environment, of the law, of water
rights, of facility management, of public health, of highway
safety and other considerations. Water rights in the area are
complex since Amfac Parks and Resorts, as a private
inholder, has a significant water right, the Timbisha
Shoshone Tribe was granted a water right by recent
legislation and the National Park Service utilizes a small
amount of water for camping and visitor center facilities.
Significant conservation efforts have occurred in recent
years, but the process needs analysis, planning, priorities and
procedures. Public scoping meetings for the environmental
impact statement will be held and alternatives developed.
The process is expected to take two to three years to
complete. Out of this will come a water management plan to
address all concerns.

We believe this demonstrates the value of the NPS-tiered
planning process. The general management plan provides
general guidance and we then follow-up with specific
plans and NEPA compliance to address detailed programs
such as Travertine and Texas Springs water issues.
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CDFG4
cont

CDFG5

CDFG6

CDFG7

CDFG8

CDFG5: Comments noted.

CDFG6: The National Park Service agrees with the comment.

CDFG7: Comments noted.

CDFG8: From the standpoint of obtaining funding for inventory and
monitoring programs, the National Park Service is in
agreement with this statement. Since inventory and monitoring
programs are specific to the resource being inventoried and
monitored, any comprehensive plan must be very general in
nature. The Park staff have aggressively pursued funding for
inventory and monitoring programs and there is a distinct
possibility that some funding will be received in the next
years.
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CDFG8
cont

CDFG9

CDFG10

CDFG11

CDFG12

CDFG9: Comments noted.

CDFG10: On March 27, 2001, the Death Valley National Park
superintendent decided to prohibit sandboarding and sand
skiing on the Eureka Dunes. The specific details of these
closures will be worked out. The National Park Service has
initiated a variety of management actions designed to assure the
protection of the species such as closures of the airstrip,
improved barriers, a major increase in ranger patrols and use
monitoring, a plant monitoring protocol and a two stage site
planning process. The first phase, for which NEPA compliance
has been completed, will move both parking areas away from
the dunes but still within walking distance, will close many
redundant and short-cut roads, will provide better interpretation,
and will provide more direction. The second phase of the site-
specific planning process will go into more detail on areas
along the road toward Steel Pass and other issues.

CDFG11: The first 2 miles of the Surprise Canyon road are on lands
managed by the Bureau of Land Management. Only the last
approximately 2 miles are within the Park. This road is an
exclusion from wilderness. This road accesses private lands
within the Park that are part of the historic Panamint City.
There has been recent litigation regarding the BLM portion of
this road.

CDFG12: The National Park Service is in general agreement with this
statement given the following considerations. While poorly
conceived roads can have a detrimental effect on natural and
cultural resource conservation, well-planned roads can provide
for visitor access, education on conservation and enjoyment of
park resources. Park road systems are usually an aggregate of
historic routes, trails that were converted to roads during horse
and buggy days, early park planners opinions on road locations,
the dictates of terrain and weather, and above all: the constraints
of funding for construction and maintenance of roads. Evolving
road systems and facilities involves a highly complex process
of analysis of the benefits and problems with any particular
road
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facility, the benefits to be gained by a change, any negatives
foreseen with a change, the practicalities of public acceptance
and the probabilities of adequate funding with which to effect
a change in road status.

CDFG13: Comments noted.

CDFG14: This language has been incorporated into the plan. See
corrections and revisions section.

CDFG15: Comments noted.
CDFG15

CDFG14

CDFG13
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DOC1

DOC1: Mineral resources are addressed extensively on pages 138
and 162 of the Affected Environment and in the Land
Protection Plan on page 233 under “Mineral Rights.”
Mineral resources are addressed further in the Comments
and Responses Draft Document on pages 110 and 111
under “Abandoned Mine Lands,” “Standards,” “Valid
Existing Rights,” “Management Objectives,” “Mining
Authorized Activity,” “Minerals as a Natural Resources,”
“Rainbow Talc Mine,” “Restoration,” “Sensitive Resource
Analysis,” and “Range of Alternatives.” The National
Park Service agrees that mineral resources, including their
extent, diversity, and exploration are important aspects of
the management of Death Valley National Park and the
Death Valley story for interpretation to visitors. These
stories are recognized in the plan’s purpose and
significance statements and interpretive themes. We
believe that management of mineral resources is dealt
with through the regulation of mining, which is explained
in the sections identified above.
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DOC2

DOC3

DOC4

DOC5

DOC2: Comments are addressed in DOC1 above.

DOC3: Comments noted.

DOC4: Comments noted.

DOC5: The National Park Service agrees that this is a concern. Some of
the former borrow sites are now included within Congressionally
designated wilderness. This is as a result of an Act of Congress: the
California Desert Protection Act of 1994, not a management action
by the National Park Service. The National Park Service has no
authority to disregard an Act of Congress, in fact we are duty
bound to follow and obey the laws of Congress, including the
Wilderness Act. We are working with Inyo County to determine
the location and need for specific borrow sites. Once this is done
Inyo County may wish to request adjustment through the
Congressional process. At such time as the legal questions to the
borrow pits are resolved the National Park Service is very
amenable to the adoption of a memorandum of understanding with
the county on the operation of the borrow pits.
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DOC5
cont.

DOC6

DOC6: We agree that an MOU considering the needs of both the
National Park Service and the California Department of
Conservation would be beneficial. We believe work is in process
regarding an MOU.
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INYO1: Comments noted.

INYO2: The National Park Service has no intention to “relocate” currently
existing housing to a location outside of the Park. The National
Park Service plans to maintain approximately the current level of
housing units within the Park. The only possible exception to this
might be the housing at Grapevine and Scotty’s Castle. While Inyo
County might on occasion be called upon to provide services in
the Grapevine and Scotty’s Castle areas, we are aware of no
significant County resources that are devoted to those areas.
Almost all facilities and amenities for employees and visitors are
provided by the National Park Service. Currently no employees
living in the area have children in school. The National Park
Service is undertaking an analysis of this location to determine an
alternative site. One site being reviewed is outside the Park. The
site within the Park might turn out to be the preferred site, or the
one outside might be. This will be dependent upon a wide complex
of factors including water availability, land suitability, access,
costs, amenities, commuting time and security. At such time as
these plans get more developed they will be subject to NEPA
compliance, including public review and input. That is probably to
take place in 2002.

The reference on page 85 of the plan refers to “additional” housing
for employees, not relocation of current housing. This would apply
if the National Park Service in the future were to determine that
additional housing were needed. The National Park Service
currently has about 91 housing units within the park and about 45
transient trailer sites. Should future additional housing be required,
one of the options that would be looked at very seriously would be
building that additional housing outside of the Park. The purpose
of this would be to try to limit the impact of additional Park
housing on Park land and resources.

The National Park Service sees no current concern for Inyo
County regarding the housing issue, since the National Park
Service has no plans to relocate or reduce the number of employee
housing units that are currently within the Park, except for the

INYO1

INYO2
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possibility mentioned above where the county, to date
has indicated no significant involvement.

On a related matter, since the 1980s the National Park
Service has been developing collaborative office
arrangements with local agencies outside of the Park.
This includes the interagency visitor center in Lone
Pine, California, the park ranger office in Bishop,
California, the ranger station in Shoshone, California,
the information station in Baker, California and the
interagency facility in Lancaster, California. As a
continuation of this cooperative effort the National
Park Service is currently considering two programs.
One is the possibility of stationing a park ranger in the
Lone Pine area. The second is possibly establishing
offices for a few employees in Beatty, Nevada in the
near future. This will be used as workspace for a
limited number of the Park’s employee base. The
National Park Service will maintain approximately the
same level of offices and employees within the Park as
in the past.
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INYO3

INYO4

INYO5

INYO6

INYO7

INYO3: Comment noted.

INYO4: Comment noted.

INYO5: Comment noted.

INYO6: Comment noted.

INYO7: This is the same comment as DOC5. Please refer to the response to
DOC5.

In addition to our response to DOC5, the National Park Service
is very amenable to working with Inyo County to determine and
resolve any questions of location, need and legal status of the
borrow pits. We believe that some of the pits may be within
Congressionally designated wilderness. Where this is the case
the National Park Service has no authority to change the
mandates of Congress. In these cases the county may wish to
work through the Congressional process to resolve this matter.
If there are borrow pits within the Park that are outside of
wilderness, the National Park Service has the authority to
authorize the county to utilize the pits given NEPA compliance
and resource, safety, and aesthetic considerations. The National
Park Service will be pleased to work with the county to reach
full understanding and resolution to this matter.
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INYO7
cont.

INYO8

INYO9

INYO8: Comment noted.

INYO9: Comment noted.
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